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ABSTRACT
The leisure travel industry continues to thrive as consumer
expenditures on travel have steadily increased. While travel
has always carried with it some level of inherit risk, everincreasing news of safety threats in tourism areas has been a
troubling reality.
This study sought to examine the
importance of risk-related factors in leisure travel planning.
A main objective of the study was to explore the role that an
individual’s regulatory focus or gender may play in how one
assesses various types of travel risk.
Study participants,
segmented based on regulatory focus and gender, evaluated a
series of prospective travel risks. The results indicate that
there is a relationship between an individual’s regulatory
focus
and
attitude
towards
travel
risk
factors.
Gender differences were also observed in the results.

INTRODUCTION
The leisure travel market is estimated to be a multi-trillion dollar industry (Statista.com). While
leisure travel is a rite enjoyed by many people across the globe, the unknowns that are inherit with
ventures into unfamiliar regions present some level of risk. The risks posed could range from simple
disappointments from unmet expectations to serious threats to one’s safety. In recent years, an
increasing level of negative news stories including terrorism, political conflicts and natural disasters
have heighted travel risk. The most salient episodes are often associated with international travel.
The goal of the current study was to examine the importance of risk-related factors in leisure travel
planning. As part of the discovery, we sought to explore if there were differences between how
certain segments of people attended to prospective travel risk factors. Thus, for this research effort
we segmented the traveler population based on regulatory focus and gender. Regulatory focus,
discussed in greater detail later, highlights the extent to which an individual’s decision-making is
focused on either avoiding losses or achieving gains.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The two most popular classifications for travel motivations are: “push vs. pull” and “escape vs.
seeking.” Crompton (1979) identified seven socio-psychological and two cultural factors, and
proposed that non-destination-specific (push) factors can be the driving force behind a person’s
selection of where to travel. Iso-Ahola (1982) proposed a theory of leisure (tourism) motivation using
53

Journal of Applied Marketing Theory
Vol. 8 No. 1, Page 53 - 63, March 2018
ISSN 2151-3236

“escape” and “seeking” as the primary factors used by tourists in choosing vacation destinations. In
other words, escape factors “push” tourists towards choosing certain destinations and seeking factors
“pull” tourists towards certain destinations based on both psychological (personal) and social
(interpersonal) motivations. The combination of these factors results in four dimensions: personal
seeking, personal escape, interpersonal seeking, and interpersonal escape.
Kim et al. (2006) defined “push” motivation as the decision “whether to go” and “pull” motivation as
the decision “where to go.” The authors examined the motivations of travelers using push factors
and pull factors, and how they differed across 10 popular overseas destinations. They found
significant differences in the importance of the majority of the push and pull factors in choosing
among the top ten international destinations.
Barriers to Travel and Perceived Risk
There seems to be some consistency regarding the popular tourism motivations, but little has been
done to determine why people don’t choose to visit a destination. Hsu and Lam (2003) looked at
barriers to visiting Hong Kong and found that there were important de-motivators. However, the
authors concluded that the barriers could easily be overcome, especially for those who visited Hong
Kong in the past. The authors only examined seven (barrier) items, which represent a small subset
of possible barriers for making travel decisions. Dolnicar (2005) conducted a study examining
barriers to leisure travel and identified four “fear” segments using a cluster analysis based on nine
risk categories. The author found that the number of risk categories identified differed by the type of
respondent and by the tourism context.
A similar area of research relates to tourists’ risk perceptions in regard to international travel.
Perceived risk involves the potential to incur an injury or lose something of value. Several authors
have discussed the types of perceived risk as they relate to tourism, the classifications include:
functional, financial, physical, psychological, time, social, and destination-specific risk (Maser and
Weiermair, 1998; Roehl and Fesenmaier, 1992; Sonmez and Graefe, 1998). More recently, Reisinger
and Movondo (2005) incorporated travel anxiety into the model examining perceived risk and
intentions to travel. The authors found that terrorism risk and sociocultural risk have a significant
effect on travel anxiety, and that travel anxiety has a significant effect on safety and intentions to
travel.
Most of the research supports the notion that a perception of risk will affect a person’s travel
behavior (e.g., changing travel plans), and that the effects of negative incidents (e.g., natural
disasters and terrorism attacks) spread throughout the region with economic consequences (Chen
and Noriega, 2004; Kozak et al., 2007). Reichel et al. (2007) examined perceived risk as it relates to
student backpacking through Isreal, which is believed to be a relatively risky form of tourism.
Across the numerous studies, it has become apparent that perceived risk must be considered a
multidimensional construct that differs based on the profile of the traveler and other contextual
variables.
Regulatory Focus
Higgins (1987) introduced the regulatory focus theory based on two distinct self-regulation strategies
exhibited by individuals: promotion focus and prevention focus. Individuals with a promotion focus
pursue gains and avoid “non-gains” in the pursuit of their individual goals and aspirations.
Conversely, individuals with a prevention focus strive to avoid losses, or pursue “non-losses,” in a
quest to fulfill their obligations and handle their responsibilities. Several studies examined the
relationship between a person’s regulatory focus and its compatibility, or “fit,” with certain goals
(Higgins 2000, 2002; Idson, Lieberman, and Higgins, 2000). Approach goals are a better fit with a
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promotion focus because they strive toward a desirable end state, whereas avoidance goals are a
better fit with a prevention focus because they seek to avoid an undesirable end state.
Regulatory focus has also been used to evaluate the effectiveness of heath-related campaigns to
reduce cigarette smoking (Kim, 2006) and to promote certain dieting plans (Keller, 2006). Kim
(2006) studied the effectiveness of antismoking advertising messages targeting adolescents. The
researcher determined that it is beneficial to frame the type of message to match the adolescent’s
regulatory focus. The practical implication is that the advertiser can prime the adolescent’s
regulatory goals based on the type of advertising vehicle (e.g., television show, magazine, etc.), and
then frame the message to fit those goals. Keller (2006) examined whether promotion-related
willingness to take risks fits better with self-efficacy appraisals, and prevention-related vigilance to
avoid risks fits better with response efficacy. It was found that self-efficacy is weighed more than
response efficacy when the regulatory focus is promotion, and response efficacy is weighed more than
self-efficacy when the focus is prevention. The two behaviors being observed were dieting (e.g., using
the South Beach diet or the Atkins diet) and the use of sunscreen.
Lockwood et al. (2002) developed a measure of regulatory focus that assesses chronic promotion and
prevention goals directly. The scale consisted of 18 items and the study participants were asked to
indicate the extent to which they endorse items relevant to promotion goals and prevention goals.
The rating scale for the items was a 9-point scale ranging from “Not at all true of me” to “Very true of
me.” The use of the scale enabled the researchers to measure the extent to which the participants
are chronically preoccupied with promotion or prevention goals. The other approach used in
regulatory focus studies, as well as part of the Lockwood et al. (2002) study, temporarily enhances or
reduces the individual’s promotion or prevention goals by priming the participant through exposures
to positive and negative words or statements.
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
A goal of this study was to determine if there is a relationship between an individual’s regulatory
focus and attitude towards risk factors in choosing a vacation destination. In addition, an effort was
made to determine if gender plays a role in risk perception decision-making, and if gender is a
moderator in the relationship between regulatory focus and the importance of risk factors.
Based on understanding related to regulatory focus and previous risk-oriented travel studies, the
first hypothesis to be tested was:
H1: The greater an individual’s prevention focus, the more importance placed on risk
factors in choosing a vacation destination.
This hypothesis is based on the fact that people who are prevention focused typically try to avoid,
or prevent, losses and falling short of responsibilities and obligations. Therefore, it is logical to
expect that individuals with a higher prevention focus will place more importance on avoiding
risks and taking them into consideration when planning a trip.
The other area of interest is whether there is a difference between males and females with regard
to the influence of risk factors on travel decisions. There is no definitive evidence regarding
a relationship between gender and risk avoidance in the travel literature. Thus, given this is
an exploratory aspect of the research, it is proposed that there is no relationship.
H2: There is no difference between males and females with respect to the importance of
risk factors in choosing a vacation destination.
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Finally, there is a possibility of an interaction effect between gender and prevention focus with
respect to the importance of the risk factors in travel planning. Thus, we explore the possibility of
gender as a moderator in the relationship between regulatory focus and the importance of risk. Once
again, as there is no existing evidence of a relationship between gender and prevention focus in
regard to travel planning, the hypothesis is that there is no relationship.
H3: There is no interaction between gender and prevention focus that affects the level of
importance of risk factors in choosing a vacation destination.
METHODOLOGY
To test the hypotheses, a convenience sample of college students completed a questionnaire in order
to obtain information about spring break travel intentions and motivations. It is not unusual for
tourism studies to sample students in regard to travel behaviors, especially with respect to spring
break travel (Kim et al., 2006; Kim et al., 2007; Mattila et al., 2001). The students were enrolled in a
large lecture class at a major public university in the northeast United States. The students in the
class were given a link to a web-based survey that was created and placed on SurveyMonkey. They
were required to complete a series of surveys as a requirement for the class, thereby ensuring a high
response rate. There were approximately 500 students in the course, and they represented students
from all four undergraduate classes (i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior).
The purpose of the first section of the survey instrument was to determine the spring break travel
behavior of students during their time at college, and to gain insight into travel plans for the
upcoming spring semester. Information addressing reservation timing and travel destination of
choice was gathered. In addition, the students were asked to provide details on the method they
used, or will use, to book their spring break trip.
The second section of the questionnaire focused on the importance of 12 risk-related items that
would serve as barriers to travel. As noted previously, travel research has indicated that perceived
risk is a multidimensional construct. Thus, for this area of the questionnaire an effort was made to
capture various forms of risk that could be present for a leisure travel experience. A factor analysis
was performed on these items in order to identify the dimensions of risk, and to reduce the number
of items into factors so that an index could be formed for each dimension. The index was formed
based on the items that loaded on each factor by adding all of the ratings for each item and dividing
by the number of items to obtain an average rating that could be interpreted using the original 7point scale.
The final section of the questionnaire focused on the profile of the respondents, including their
gender, academic class, age, and passport status. In addition to this general background
information, students were also asked to indicate their levels of agreement with ten items that
measure regulatory focus (see Higgins et al., 2001). There were five statements that measured
promotion focus and five statements that measured prevention focus. The categories were used to
evaluate the difference in the importance of risk factors in making travel decisions based on
regulatory focus.
The GLM statistical function in SPSS was used to construct a multivariate analysis of variance
model (MANOVA) with multiple dependent variables (i.e., risk factors) and two fixed factors (i.e.,
regulatory focus and gender). The MANOVA was used to examine the relationships between the
independent variables and the linear combinations of the dependent variables that provide the
strongest evidence of overall group differences. Then, the univariate models were used to evaluate
the relationship between regulatory focus and gender with each of the dependent variables
separately. Finally, there was an analysis to determine the potential moderating effect of gender in
the relationship between prevention focus and the importance of risk factors.
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RESULTS
A total of 492 students participated in the survey. However, only 462 students completed all of the
items on the questionnaire and were used in the final analysis. The total for each of the separate
analyses differs because of the variables involved in the analysis, and whether or not the student
completed all of the relevant ratings. Approximately 65% of the respondents were female, which is
slightly higher than the percentage for the university, and approximately 65% of the respondents
were upperclassmen (juniors and seniors). Over 70% of the respondents had an active passport and
87.4% had traveled outside the United States.
Prevention Focus
The students were asked to complete the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RFQ) developed by
Higgens et al. (2001), with one adjustment. The original RFQ had 11 items, but one of them didn’t
load well in the original study (-.37), so it was not included in this study. Both Higgins et al. (2001)
and Lockwood et al. (2002) utilized a questionnaire to examine the chronic regulatory focus instead
of using an experimental design with random assignments to groups and framing the regulatory
focus. Table 1 contains the 10 items, their means, standard deviations, and their focus (including
whether they had to be reverse coded).
Table 1
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RFQ)
Question/Statement
Mean
1. Compared to most people, are you typically unable to
3.24
get what you want out of life?
2. Growing up, would you ever “cross the line” by doing
3.26
things that your parents would not tolerate?
3. Did you get on your parents’ nerves often when you
3.01
were growing up?
4. How often did you obey rules and regulations that
3.65
were established by your parents?
5. Growing up, did you ever act in ways that your
3.38
parents thought were objectionable?
6. Do you often do well at different things that you try?
3.69
7. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble
3.15
at times.
8. When it comes to achieving things that are important
3.46
to me, I find that I don’t perform as well as I ideally
would like to do.
9. I feel like I have made progress toward being
3.92
successful in my life.
10. I have found very few hobbies or activities in my life
3.59
that capture my interest or motivate me to put effort
into them.

Std. Dev.
1.019
1.025
1.011
.932
1.054

Focus
Promotion (R)
Prevention
(R)
Prevention
(R)
Prevention

1.044

Prevention
(R)
Promotion
Prevention
(R)
Promotion (R)

1.009

Promotion

1.167

Promotion (R)

.834
1.128

A factor analysis was conducted to determine if the prevention items and promotion items loaded
properly for a two-factor solution. Unfortunately, the best fit resulted in a model that could only
explain 45.75% of the variance between the respondents, and some of the regulatory focus items
didn’t load clearly on one factor. Upon further analysis, it was determined that the reliabilities,
based on Cronbach’s Alpha, were .7319 for the prevention items and .5759 for the promotion items.
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Therefore, only the five prevention items are used to develop categories for “low” and “high”
prevention focus based on a median split. This method was chosen since that is the main focus of the
study (i.e., risk and prevention), and most students will score high on the promotion focus scales
given their age, level of experience, and current outlook on the future based on completing their
college degrees (i.e., there isn’t much variance).
Prevention Focus, Risk Importance, and Gender
The first stage in this analysis consisted of a factor analysis of the 12 risk items to determine if there
were underlying dimensions that adequately represent the overall list of risk items. A principal
components factor analysis was conducted using a Varimax rotation in order to obtain the best
orthogonal fit for the data. This resulted in a two- factor solution that explained 81.7% of the
variance in the data. Table 2 contains the results of the analysis.
Table 2
Factor Analysis of Risk Importance
Physical Threats
0.760
0.777
0.825
0.885
0.872
0.749

Risk Item
Food Safety
Crime
Diseases
Terrorism
Natural Disasters
Political Unrest
Bad Location
Unexpected Expenses
Inferior Accommodations
Travel Difficulties
High Costs
Bad Social/Entertainment
Fit

Travel Issues

0.774
0.853
0.801
0.817
0.833
0.719

The two factors were labeled “physical threats” and “travel issues” based on the six items that loaded
on each one, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha was computed for each of the factors to assess the
internal consistency and they both showed a high level of reliability. The score for “physical threats”
was 0.9574 and the score for “travel issues” was 0.9519, indicating a good fit for the data.
The next step in the analysis is to examine the relationship between the level of prevention focus,
gender, and the level of importance for the two risk factors. Table 3 contains the descriptive
statistics for all of the combinations in the factorial design. There are two genders (male and
female), two prevention focus categories (low and high), and the two risk factors (physical threats
and travel issues).
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Risk Factor
Physical Threats

Travel Issues

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for the Factorial Design
Prevention Focus
Gender
Mean
Std. Dev.
Low Prevention
Male
4.36
1.78
Female
5.06
1.54
Total
4.78
1.67
High Prevention
Male
4.97
1.68
Female
5.57
1.33
Total
5.40
1.46
Total
Male
4.58
1.77
Female
5.31
1.46
Total
5.06
1.61
Low Prevention
Male
4.44
1.47
Female
5.02
1.46
Total
4.79
1.49
High Prevention
Male
5.25
1.49
Female
5.53
1.27
Total
5.45
1.34
Total
Male
4.74
1.53
Female
5.28
1.39
Total
5.09
1.46

N
95
146
241
55
144
199
150
290
440
95
146
241
55
144
199
150
290
440

The results indicated that students in the high prevention category placed more importance on the
risk factors in planning a vacation. The travel issues were rated as more important than the
physical threats. As for gender, the importance ratings for the two risk factors were higher for the
females. The results were very similar to those for the prevention focus analysis. Overall, the
“travel issues” risk factor received a higher importance rating than the “physical threats” risk factor.
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
The last step in the analysis involved examining the impact of prevention focus and gender on the
dependent variables, physical threats and travel issues. The MANOVA procedure is useful for
looking at two or more dependent variables simultaneously. It also enables the researcher to test for
an interaction effect between two or more independent variables (i.e., prevention focus and gender).
As mentioned above, Table 3 contains the means, standard deviations, and cell sizes for all of the
possible combinations in the factorial design.
All of the cell sizes were greater than the minimum required of 30 to 40 observations for medium
effect sizes. The power for the various components of the MANOVA model was greater than the
minimum, .80, for all of the analyses except the interaction effect between prevention focus and
gender. Table 4 contains all of the results for the MANOVA. The main effects were significant for
both the prevention focus and gender for the multivariate model that combines the two risk factors.
The F values for the multivariate tests (Pillai’s Trace, Wilkes’ Lambda, Hotelling’s Trace, and Roy’s
Largest Root) were significant (at the .001 level) for both of the main effects. However, the
interaction model was not significant for any of the multivariate test statistics. This supported the
first hypothesis that stated the students in the high prevention category would place more
importance on the risk factors than the students in the low prevention category. Also, based on the
MANOVA results, the second hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is a significant
relationship between gender and the importance of risk in choosing a spring break destination.
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Effect
Prevention

Gender

Interaction

Table 4
MANOVA Multivariate Results
Hypothesis
Statistic
Value
F
df
Pillai's Trace
0.045
10.367
2
Wilks' Lambda
0.955
10.367
2
Hotelling's Trace
0.048
10.367
2
Roy's Largest Root
0.048
10.367
2
Pillai's Trace
0.037
8.267
2
Wilks' Lambda
0.963
8.267
2
Hotelling's Trace
0.038
8.267
2
Roy's Largest Root
0.038
8.267
2
Pillai's Trace
0.005
0.986
2
Wilks' Lambda
0.995
0.986
2
Hotelling's Trace
0.005
0.986
2
Roy's Largest Root
0.005
0.986
2

Error df
435
435
435
435
435
435
435
435
435
435
435
435

Sig.
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.374
0.374
0.374
0.374

Power
0.987
0.987
0.987
0.987
0.961
0.961
0.961
0.961
0.222
0.222
0.222
0.222

One of the assumptions of the MANOVA model is that the variance-covariance matrices for the
dependent variables are equivalent. Box’s M was calculated and the value was significant at the .05
level. This would suggest that the variance-covariance matrices are not equivalent. However, the
group sizes are similar for the prevention focus groups and the sizes for the gender groups are within
the standard of the larger group, being less than 1.5 times the smaller group. Therefore, the
equivalency assumption should not pose a major problem.
The final part of the analysis was to look at the univariate models for prevention focus and gender
with each of the risk factors separately. Once again, the relationships were all significant at the .05
level (actually the .003 or better) for each of the risk factors and prevention focus, and for each of the
risk factors and gender (see Table 5). This further supported the hypotheses for the main effects.
However, the model for the interaction effect between prevention focus and gender with each of the
risk factors was not significant. Therefore, neither the MANOVA or univariate models provided
support for the third hypothesis.

Source
Model
Prevention
Gender
Interaction
Error
Total

Dependent
Variable
Physical Threats
Travel Issues
Physical Threats
Travel Issues
Physical Threats
Travel Issues
Physical Threats
Travel Issues
Physical Threats
Travel Issues
Physical Threats
Travel Issues

Table 5
MANOVA Univariate Results
Type III SS
11365.760
11477.574
29.297
41.234
39.561
17.510
0.195
2.284
1049.407
866.204
12415.167
12343.778

df
4
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
436
436
440
440

MS
2841.440
2869.393
29.297
41.234
39.561
17.510
0.195
2.284
2.407
1.987

F
1180.541
1444.296
12.172
20.755
16.437
8.814
0.081
1.150

Sig.
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.003
0.776
0.284

Power
1.000
1.000
0.936
0.995
0.981
0.842
0.059
0.188
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR MARKETERS
In this study, the importance ratings of various barriers to travel, or de-motivators, were examined
to determine their influence for vacation planning. A focal point for the study was to assess the
importance of potential travel risk factors based on an individual’s regulatory focus and/or gender.
The results showed that travelers who rated higher on the prevention focus scale placed more
importance on the risk factors than those who rated lower on the scale. This suggests that there is a
relationship between a person’s loss aversion/gain seeking propensity (i.e., regulatory focus) and the
importance of barriers to travel. High prevention focus individuals were more concerned about
physical threats and potential travel-related issues that could affect their vacations. It should also
be noted that females were more likely to exhibit a prevention focus, and placed significantly more
importance on risk factors than males. However, there was no interaction effect between gender and
prevention focus for the two risk factors.
While regulatory focus varies among people, in general individuals tend to be more promotion
focused and expend more effort trying to attain their goals, and achieve gains, rather than trying to
avoid losses. This is an important understanding for tourism marketers. For example, advertising
messages that highlight adventure should be placed in media outlets that will effectively reach
individuals who exhibit a chronic promotion focus. Conversely, the current study findings suggest
that travel firms should recognize that for some audiences, prevention focused advertising messages
are more appropriate.
As an aside to the primary objective of the study, a chi-square analysis was performed to determine
if there was a relationship between prevention focus and gender, without including the risk factors
in the analysis. Interestingly, a higher percentage of females (49.5%) were in the high prevention
category than males (36.8%). This relationship was found to be significant (chi-square = 6.674, p=
.010), even though there wasn’t an interaction effect between the two variables in the MANOVA or
univariate models with the risk factors as the dependent variables. This suggestion that that
females are more prevention focused than males is consistent with Mattila et al. (2001) which stated
that females prefer destinations that are less “party-oriented.” It would be prudent for leisure
travel marketers to take this into account when advertising vacations to females. It would be
advisable to provide service guarantees, and promote the safety and security of the destination in the
marketing communications targeted to females.
LIMTATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
The results of this analysis should be viewed with the understanding that limitations exist due to
the research design. First, the sample consisted only of students. This non-diverse sample impedes
the ability to make study finding inferences to all travelers. Also, the study only looked at
regulatory focus and gender as independent variables, or classifying variables. There are many
other variables that could be related to the importance ratings for risk such as world events and
economic conditions.
In the future, the effect of chronic regulatory focus should be examined for more types of travel
situations, with different samples, and with more dependent variables (e.g., push and pull
motivators). In addition, the experimental design approach could be used to identify the relationship
between regulatory focus and travelers’ reactions to travel ads when the respondents are primed and
the focus of the ad is manipulated. Another examination of interest would be to differentiate
between domestic and international travel decisions as it is likely that more emphasis would be
placed on risk factors for travel to foreign countries.
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